A random sample of primary grade teachers (N ϭ 178; 97% female) from across the United States was surveyed about their classroom instructional practices in writing. Most of the participating teachers (72%) took an eclectic approach to writing instruction, combining elements from the 2 most common methods for teaching writing: process writing and skills instruction. Although 90% of the teachers reported using most of the writing instructional practices that were included in the survey, there was considerable variability between teachers in how often they used specific practices. The study provides support for the following 7 recommendations for reforming primary grade writing instruction: (a) increase amount of time students spend writing; (b) increase time spent writing expository text; (c) provide better balance between time spent writing, learning writing strategies, and teaching writing skills; (d) place more emphasis on fostering students' motivation for writing; (e) develop stronger connections for writing between home and school; (f) make computers a more integral part of the writing program; and (g) improve professional development for writing instruction in teacher education programs.
Reading and mathematics have received considerable attention in recent efforts to improve schooling in the United States. For example, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 focused considerable attention and effort on improving students' skills in each of these domains. However, the second of the traditional three Rs, writing, was not emphasized in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001and has been virtually nonexistent in the school reform efforts in this nation (despite the efforts of groups such as the National Commission on Writing working to change this situation; see http://www.writingcommission.org).
Why is writing the absent R in the school reform movement? One thing is for certain: It is not because students are developing the writing skills they need to be successful. Take for instance the findings from the most recent National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP; Persky, Daane, & Jen, 2003) . The writing of two thirds or more of the students tested in Grades 4, 8, and 12 was below grade-level proficiency. The results from the previous NAEP report yielded similar findings (Greenwald, Persky, Ambell, & Mazzeo, 1999) . Just as importantly, many youngsters leave high school lacking the writing skills needed for success in college or the world of work. College instructors estimate that 50% of high school graduates are not prepared for college-level writing demands (Achieve, Inc., 2005) , whereas businesses in the United States spend $3.1 billion annually for writing remediation (National Commission on Writing, 2004) . In 2003, the National Commission on Writing bluntly concluded that the writing of students "is not what it should be" (p. 7).
Another possible reason for why writing is not at the center of the school reform movement is that writing is not an important skill in the 21st century. This is also not the case. Youngsters who do not learn to write well are at a considerable disadvantage. At school, their grades are likely to suffer, especially in classes where written tests and reports are the primary means for assessing progress (Graham, 2006b) . Weaker writers are also less likely than their more skilled classmates to use writing to support and extend learning in content classrooms. Recent meta-analyses have shown that writing can enhance content learning (Bangert-Drowns, Hurley, & Wilkinson, 2004; Graham & Perin, 2007c) . Their chances of attending college are reduced, as writing is increasingly being used to evaluate applicants' qualifications. At work, writing is a gateway for employment and promotion, especially in salaried positions (see reports by the National Commission on Writing, 2004 Writing, , 2005 . Employees in business as well as government must be able to create clearly written documents, memorandum, technical reports, and electronic messages. Finally, participation in civic life and the community at large has increasingly required the ability to write, especially as the use of e-mail and text messaging has become so widespread.
The importance of writing and concerns about the writing competence of students led the National Commission on Writing, which was established by the College Board (representing more than 4,300 colleges and schools), to issue a report in 2003 indicating that writing needs to be placed "squarely in the center of the school agenda" (p. 3). This call to action also included several recommendations regarding writing instructional practices: increase amount of writing students do within and outside of school, assess students' progress in writing, use technology to advance the learning and teaching of writing, and better prepare teachers to teach writing.
One barrier to evaluating and implementing these suggestions and other recent recommendations for improving the teaching of writing (see Writing Next; Graham & Perin, 2007a , 2007c is that researchers currently have little data on what writing instruction looks like in schools. They do not have a good sense of how much students write or what they write. They also do not know how much time is devoted to writing instruction; what writing skills, processes, or knowledge are taught to students; what methods are used to teach writing; how or even if technology is part of the writing program; or whether teachers assess students' writing progress. Without such information, it is difficult to determine what needs to be done. For instance, calls to increase the amount of time students write provide a reasonable part of the remedy, if students write infrequently. However, the potential value of this solution is less certain if students already write frequently.
In this study, we examined the writing instructional practices of primary grade teachers. Instead of concentrating on how writing was taught in a single school, district, or state, we focused instead on the teaching of writing across the nation. Consequently, we randomly sampled teachers from across the United States and asked them to complete a questionnaire about writing and writing instruction in their classroom. This approach to the study of classroom practices is based on the assumption that teachers are aware of the elements of their teaching and are able to relate this knowledge to questions about their teaching practices, just as other professionals can relate what they do when queried about their actions (Diaper, 1989) . There is evidence that teachers are able to do this, as previous studies using survey methodology to examine teachers' literacy practices are corroborated by findings from observational research (see for instance Bridge & Hiebert, 1985; DeFord, 1985; Pressley, Rankin, & Yokoi, 1996) .
We decided to focus on primary grade writing instruction for several reasons. One, it is especially important that students get off to a good start in writing. There is a growing consensus that waiting until later grades to address literacy problems that have their origin at the primary level is not particularly successful (Slavin, Madden, & Karweit, 1989) . Thus, reform efforts in writing are likely to be hampered if the primary grades are not included (Graham & Perin, 2007b) . Two, while NAEP has collected some limited data on writing practices nationwide, it does not solicit information on the teaching of writing in the primary grade (Applebee & Langer, 2006) . Insufficient data about writing practices at this level increase the probability of recommending solutions that do not fit the problem.
There is surprisingly little data on the instructional writing practices of primary grade teachers. Most of the available information examines the writing programs of exceptional teachers or schools (see Pressley, Gaskins, Solic, & Collins, 2006; Pressley, Mohan, Bogaert, & Fingeret, 2005; Pressley et al., 1996; Pressley, Raphael, Gallagher, & DiBella, 2004; Rankin-Erickson, & Pressley, 2000; Wharton-McDonald, Pressley, & Hampston, 1998; Wray, Medwell, Fox, & Poulson, 2000) . Although the practices of more typical teachers have been studied, much of this research is dated (e.g., Bridge & Hiebert, 1985; Christenson, Thurlow, Ysseldyke, & McVicar, 1989; Fisher & Hiebert, 1990) . We located only three studies conducted during the 1990s and 2000s that involved more typical teachers. It is unlikely, however, that the findings from the first two studies reviewed below provide a representative picture of writing instruction nationwide. Stahl, Pagnucco, and Suttles (1996) examined three classes in one school where the principal made it clear that he ran the school and he expected his teachers to emphasize writing skills instruction. They also examined three classes in a new school, where the principal hand picked teachers who followed a whole language philosophy to literacy instruction. These schools represent each end of the writing instruction continuum ranging from explicit teaching to natural learning approaches (Graham, 2000) . In the second study, Bridge, Compton-Hall, and Cantrell (1997) examined how writing instruction in a school district in Kentucky was influenced by statewide legislation on literacy instruction. While some aspects of this school reform effort mirrored what occurred in other states, only the practices of a single school district were studied, limiting the overall generalizability of the findings.
A third study, however, did provide representative information on contemporary writing instruction in the primary grades. Graham, Harris, Fink-Chorzempa, and MacArthur (2003) sent a survey questionnaire to a random sample of primary grade teachers from throughout the United States. Seventy percent of teachers completed the survey, and responders and nonresponders were similar in terms of gender, grade, type of school (public versus private), school location (urban, suburban, and rural), school size, computers per pupil, and expenditures per pupil. Although the primary purpose of this study was to identify the types of instructional adaptations that teachers made for struggling writers, it also provided information on specific aspects of their writing program.
The teachers in the Graham et al. (2003) investigation indicated that their students spent slightly more than 35 min writing each day. They further indicated that they spent a little more than 1 hr a day teaching writing, with most of this time being devoted to teaching mechanics, grammar, and usage. These basic skills were typically taught several times a week or more, whereas writing processes (planning and revising) were most often taught weekly to several times a week. Most teachers also conducted minilessons on writing, retaught skills, modeled writing processes, and conferenced with students about their writing at least weekly or more often. The use of invented spellings, student choice in selecting writing topics, and allowing children to work at their own pace on writing assignments were relatively common practices, as was students helping each other and sharing their writing with peers. Less common was student use of computers during the writing period, with this occurring monthly or less in 60% of classrooms. It must be noted that there was considerable variability in teachers' responses to many of the items on the questionnaires, especially ones that asked them to estimate how much actual time was devoted to teaching or student writing.
Although the Graham et al. (2003) study provided needed information on contemporary instructional practices in writing, it was incomplete. Teachers were only asked how frequently they engaged in activities and procedures that could easily be adapted. The current study extends the Graham et al. (2003) investigation by examining a much broader range of instructional practices and activities, and it examines whether teachers' reported application of these procedures is related to grade level. To select these writing procedures, we first examined studies from 1980 to the present where primary grade teachers were asked to report their writing practices or researchers observed how they taught writing (this included studies of exceptional teachers and schools). We supplemented this analysis by examining current books on how to teach writing to young children to locate other activities and practices not queried or observed in the studies analyzed. This does not mean that we surveyed every possible writing procedure, but it does provide some assurance that we asked teachers about practices that have been applied in the past and ones that are considered important by experts on the teaching of writing.
The activities and practices included in our survey instrument reflect the most common theoretical views of writing and writing instruction. This included cognitive/motivational (e.g., Hayes, 1996) and sociocultural models of writing (e.g., Schultz and Fecho, 2000) , as well as instructional models that emphasize the explicit teaching of skills and strategies (see Graham, 2006b ) and those that emphasize process and communication (see Vaca & Rasinski, 1992) . We were particularly interested in determining whether primary grade teachers' writing programs reflected a process approach to writing instruction (emphasis is placed on the act of composing and instruction is mostly provided through informal means when the need arises), a skills-based approach (emphasis placed on systematic instruction of basic writing skills), or a combination of the two approaches. We hypothesized that teachers would take an eclectic approach to writing instruction, applying instructional procedures that cut across these two common approaches. We based this prediction on a study by Graham, Harris, Fink-Chorzempa, and MacArthur (2002) , who found that most primary grade teachers had multifaceted beliefs about writing instruction, embracing both systematic skill instruction and informal learning methods, while emphasizing that the process of writing is more important than the product.
A second purpose of this study was to examine typical writing practices in order to draw recommendations for improving writing instruction in the primary grades. This included drawing new recommendations from the description of classroom practices generated by the teachers, as well as examining the value of the following four existing recommendations made by the National Commission on Writing (2003) , indicating in parentheses where we placed our emphasis: (a) students should write more (examining how much students write text that is paragraph length or longer), (b) technology needs to be a more integral part of writing instruction (examining computer use in the writing program), (c) students progress in writing needs to be monitored (examining monitoring of writing progress in the classroom), and (d) teachers need to be better prepared to teach writing (examining teachers' perceptions of the quality of their preservice preparation to teach writing).
Method

Sampling Procedures
A random sampling procedure, stratified by grade level, was used to identify 294 first-through third-grade teachers from the population of primary grade teachers in the United States. The names were selected from a comprehensive list of 560,320 primary grade teachers in more than 72,000 public and private schools compiled by Market Data Retrieval (MDR). At each grade level, 98 teachers were randomly sampled from all public and private school teachers in the MDR data base (no other variables, such as geographic region, were used as part of the sampling scheme). We decided to use the MDR database, as this was used in the previous national survey conducted by Graham et al. (2003) , making the findings from the two studies more comparable. In addition, MDR provides information (grade, type of school, location, size of school, and school expenditure per pupil for commercial materials) for each person sampled. This allowed us to determine whether responders and nonresponders differed on several variables.
A sample size of 294 teachers (with 174 teachers completing the survey) is adequate for a population of 560,320 primary grade teachers under the following conditions (cf. Dillman, 2000) : (a) a Ϯ5% sampling error is considered tolerable, (b) expected variation in teacher responses is equal to .125/.875, (c) the statistical confidence level is set at 95%, and (d) a return rate of 60% is obtained (this is a conservative estimate, as we obtained a return rate of 70% in Graham et al., 2003) . Expected variation in teacher response rate refers to proportion of the population expected to choose a specific response to a question. The most common item in this survey (41 items) asked teachers to respond to an 8-point Likert-type scale. As a result, we used these items to determine expected variation in teacher response rate when determining needed sample size. Since we did not know what proportion of the population would be expected to choose each of the 8 points, we assumed an equal likelihood for selecting a point (yielding the .125/.875 split).
Survey Instrument
Teachers were asked to complete a questionnaire that provided information about themselves, the composition of their classrooms, their attitudes and perceptions about writing and writing instruction, and their writing practices. The survey can be obtained by contacting Steve Graham.
The first section of the survey asked teachers to provide descriptive information on their gender, ethnicity, educational level, years spent teaching, and current grade level, as well as the class size and characteristics of their students (ethnicity, writing abilities, special needs, and socioeconomic status as determined by free and reduced lunch). This section also included a question asking teachers to rate (i.e., exceptional, very good, adequate, poor, inadequate) the quality of preparation to teach writing they received in their teacher certification program.
The second section included a series of four questions (using a 6-point Likert-type scale, with anchors ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree) assessing teachers' attitudes towards writing ("I like to write") and teaching this skill, as well as their perceptions of their effectiveness to manage the writing classroom and teach writing.
The third section asked teachers to specify how much time their students spend writing each week and how much time they spend teaching specific skills and processes (i.e., spelling, handwriting, grammar, planning, and revising). Teachers were also asked to estimate what percentage of their instructional time was devoted to whole group, small group, and individualized instruction. They were further asked if they used a commercial program to teach any aspect of writing (and to identify the program if they did) and to identify the description that best described their approach to teaching writing: process writing, traditional skills instruction, a combination of the two, or some other approach (which the respondent was asked to describe). A final question asked them to indicate which writing activities students would work on during the academic year. This included a list of 20 options (ranging from worksheets to writing to inform). Teachers were encouraged to identify any additional writing activities their students would complete that were not directly queried on the survey.
The fourth section included 41 Likert-type items. Each item focused on a specific activity or instructional procedure, and teachers were asked to indicate how often the practice was applied using an 8-point scale. The scale, developed by Pressley et al. (1996) , included the following markers: 1 ϭ never, 2 ϭ several times a year, 3 ϭ monthly, 4 ϭ several times a month, 5 ϭ weekly, 6 ϭ several times a week, 7 ϭ daily, and 8 ϭ several times a day. The only exception involved three items ("invented spellings," "select own writing assignments," and "work at their own pace") where the 8-point scale ranged from never to half the time to always. The higher the score, the more often an activity or procedure occurred.
Eleven of the items asked teachers to indicate how often teachers, students, or both engaged in specific activities that supported the development of students' writing products (coefficient alpha ϭ .78). These items focused on teacher/student conferences, student/ student conferences, advanced planning, graphic organizers, revising, peers helping each other, writing at own pace, invented spellings, writing prompts, dictation, and computers for writing.
Six items examined how frequently teachers directly taught the following basic writing skills (coefficient alpha ϭ .84): handwriting, spelling, capitalization, punctuation, grammar, and sentence construction. Another four items assessed how frequently writing processes were directly taught (coefficient alpha ϭ .85), including modeling of writing strategies as well as teaching text organization, planning strategies, and revising strategies. Three items assessed more general instructional procedures (coefficient alpha ϭ .62), including minilessons, reteaching, and setting multiple goals for writing lessons.
Six items addressed motivational activities and procedures (coefficient alpha ϭ .70), including student selection of writing topics, sharing writing with peers, publishing, and working independently at writing centers, as well as teachers modeling their love of writing and sharing their writing with students. Four items assessed the use of the following assessment practices (coefficient alpha ϭ .75): rubrics, writing portfolios, teacher monitoring of students' writing progress, and students' self-monitoring monitoring. Another four items assessed strategies used by teachers to extend writing to the home environment (coefficient alpha ϭ .81): writing homework, writing at home with parental help, parents serving as an audience for child's writing, and teacher/parent communication. Finally, three items asked how often writing extended or interacted with other areas of the curriculum (coefficient alpha ϭ .83): using writing to support reading, reading to support writing, and writing in other content areas.
For Sections 3 and 4 of the survey assessing teachers' writing practices, a pool of possible items were developed by first examining studies from 1980 to present where primary grade teachers were asked to report their writing practices or researchers observed how they taught writing (i.e., Bridge et al., 1997; Bridge & Hiebert, 1985; Christenson et al., 1989; Fisher & Hiebert, 1990; Graham et al., 2003; Pressley et al., 1996; Rankin-Erickson & Pressley, 2000; Stahl et al., 1996; Wharton-McDonald et al., 1998; Wray et al., 2000) . A table containing each practice and activity observed or assessed was created, indicating which studies each assessed each procedure. Next, we examined current books on teaching writing to young children (i.e., Culham, 1995; Duke & Bennett-Armistead, 2003; Gillet & Beverly, 2001; Mariconda, 2001; Nelson, Bahr, & Van Meter, 2004; Schaefer, 2001 ) and added recommended activities and practices to the table that had not been examined by researchers. With a few exceptions, we developed items for each of the practices and activities identified. We did not, for example, ask teachers if their students engaged in authentic writing (from Wharton et al., 1998) or scaffolding (from Pressley et al., 1996) , as this term is too vague to be understood by respondents.
The instrument was field tested prior to its use in this study. Four primary grade teachers provided feedback on an initial version of the scale in terms of the clarity of each item. Their feedback resulted in changes to the wording of individual items, as well as the addition of the anchor point several times a month to the Likert-scale that ranged from never to several times a day.
We have collected some limited data showing that teachers' responses about their instructional practices are consistent with observations of their practices during writing period. In Lane et al. (2008) , we asked 14 second-grade teachers to complete the 41 eight-point Likert-type items described above. We then conducted two observations of their writing instructional practices. With a few exceptions (i.e., we saw students plan and revise less frequently than teachers reported in the survey), the observations confirmed that the teachers applied the practices they reported using frequently in their classroom.
Furthermore, Olinghouse (2008) asked 13 second-and fourthgrade teachers to complete the items that asked teachers to specify exactly how much time students write and how much time the teachers spend teaching skills and processes (e.g., spelling, revising, etc.). They then observed each teacher's classroom on one occasion to determine whether reported time and observed time were similar. The reported and observed times were not statistically different.
Procedure
A cover letter, the survey instrument, and a stamped return envelope were mailed to each teacher during the month of January. The cover letter indicated that we were conducting a survey to gather information on the teaching of writing at the primary grade level. Teachers were asked to return materials in the next 2 weeks if possible. To encourage completion and return of the survey, we included a $2 bill in the package as a "thank you."
Results
Analyses
We first present information on the participating teachers. This includes comparing responders and nonresponders on the five variables (e.g., grade, type of school, etc.) provided by MDR. Next, using data from the survey, we describe the teachers and their students. This is followed by data about teachers' perceptions of their preparation to teach writing, their effectiveness as a writing teacher, and their attitudes toward writing and writing instruction. Finally, we examine the participants' reported teaching practices.
All together, the survey included 46 Likert-type items (5 assessed participants' preparation to teach writing and their and attitude toward writing and writing instruction, whereas 41 items examined how often teachers, students, or both engaged in specific instructional activities and practices). Six items also asked teachers to indicate how much time during a typical week was devoted to specific activities (e.g., student writing, teaching handwriting, etc.), and 3 items asked teacher to indicate what percentage of their instructional time involved specific instructional arrangements (whole group, small group, and individualized). For all 54 of these items, we present the mean, standard deviation, and confidence interval (CI). We also examine whether there was a statistically significant relationship between grade level and teachers' responses using analysis of variance. When a statistically significant difference for grade was obtained, we used the least significant difference test to conduct post hoc analyses.
There were 20 items that asked teachers to indicate if their students would engage in specific writing activities during the year, 1 item that asked teachers to indicate their approach to writing instruction (e.g., process approach, skills approach, etc.), and 1 item that asked if materials were used to teach writing. Sampling error for these items was Ϯ7.3%. Chi-square analysis was used to determine whether there was a statistically significant difference by grade for each of these categorical variables. When a statistically significant chi-square was obtained, it was followed by a series of chi-squares comparing one grade to another.
In order to control for Type I errors, we set the critical alpha value using Bonferroni correction (␣ ϭ 05/68) and rejected the null hypothesis if the p value was less than .00074. Using these criteria, there were few differences between teachers at different grade levels. Thus, the data presented in tables is for all teachers and grade level effects are addressed in text only if a statistically significant difference was obtained.
It is important to note that the responses for 30% of the items analyzed via analysis of variance did not meet the assumptions of homogeneity of variance due to skewness or kurtosis, with levels of one or more of theses indices exceeding the range of Ϯ 1.96 Fisher coefficient. For any variable where this was the case, we also ran the analysis using a nonparametric procedure-the Kruskal-Wallis procedure. In all cases, the results of parametric and nonparametric procedures were identical. Thus, we only report the parametric results in this article.
Participating Teachers and Their Students
Of the 294 randomly selected primary grade teachers, 61% (n ϭ 178) agreed to participate in the study. Demographic information for the 178 responders as well as the 116 nonresponders is presented in Table 1 . Chi-square analyses revealed no statistically significant differences between responders and nonresponders in terms of type of school (public vs. private), grade, or location of the school ( p ϭ .21, .75, .07, respectively). Analyses of variance further indicated that there were no statistically significant differences between responders and nonresponders in terms of school size or annual expenditures for materials per pupil ( p ϭ .29 and .14, respectively). Thus, responders did not differ from nonresponders on these five demographic variables, providing evidence that the responders were representative of the sample as a whole.
Similar to previous surveys with primary grade teachers (Graham et al., 2003) , almost all of the teachers were women (97%). For the most part, they were evenly distributed across the three grades. Two out of every 10 teachers were located in urban schools, with the remaining teachers split almost equally between suburban and rural locations. There was considerable variability in the size of the schools that employed the participating teachers.
As a group, the teachers had taught for 17 years (SD ϭ 10 years). They were overwhelmingly White (91%), with 4% of the teachers identifying themselves as Black, 2% as Hispanic, and 2% as other. Seventeen percent of the teachers had completed a master's degree plus additional coursework, 24% had completed a master's degree, 42% had completed a bachelor's degree plus additional coursework, and 16% had completed a bachelor's degree. Almost all of the teachers (92%) had attended a teacher certification program.
The average size of the participating teachers' class was 19.96 students (SD ϭ 5.14), with approximately 31% of their students qualifying for free or reduced-cost lunch. One tenth of their students were receiving special-education services, and the teachers indicated that 15% of their students were above average writers, 67% were average, and 21% were below average. In addition, 75% of the teachers' students were White, 11% were Hispanic, 10% were Black, 2% were Asian, and 2% were other.
Preparation to Teach Writing, Perceptions of Effectiveness, and Attitudes Toward Writing and Writing Instruction
Of the 92% of teachers who had received certification through a teacher education program, 28% indicated that their preparation to teach writing was either very good or outstanding, 42% indicated that their preparation was adequate, and 28% indicated that it was poor or inadequate (sampling error ϭ Ϯ5.8% for this item). Interestingly, the teachers' evaluation of their preparation to teach writing was not significantly related to how long they had taught ( p ϭ .06). As can be seen in Table 2 , teachers moderately agreed that they were effective writing teachers and managed their writing class effectively. They also moderately agreed that they liked to write and teach writing. 
Teaching Practices
Approach to writing instruction and use of commercial materials. When teachers were asked which best described their approach to writing instruction, 72% indicated that they used a process approach combined with a traditional skills approach, 20% a process approach, and 6% a traditional skills approach. For the 4 teachers who responded "other" approach, two of them indicated that they used the 6 ϩ 1 trait method (Spandel, 2005) , another provided a detailed description of their program (it included both process and skill instruction), and the fourth teacher referred to an approach that we were unable to identify.
For the most part, writing instruction in the primary grades was a home grown product: 65% of teachers reported that they did not use a commercial program to teach writing, handwriting, spelling, or any other aspect of writing (sampling error ϭ Ϯ7.3%). The other 35% of the teachers listed 137 different programs they used. The most common programs (45%) were designed to teach either handwriting or spelling. The next most common programs listed (36%) were basal language arts programs. The remaining programs ranged from 6 ϩ 1 traits to writers' workshop to skillsbased writing programs.
Organizational structure. Teachers indicated they spend 56% (SD ϭ 27%; CI ϭ 52%-60%) of their instructional time with whole groups. Twenty-three percent (SD ϭ 20%; CI ϭ 20%-26%) of instructional time was devoted to small group instruction, with 24% (SD ϭ 20%; CI ϭ 21%-27%) involving individualized assistance. There was considerable variability in how teachers organized their class for writing instruction (see standard deviations above).
Writing activities. Table 3 provides information on 20 writing activities and the percentage of teachers who reported that their students would complete each activity during the school year. At least 50% or more of the teachers have students work on 12 or more different writing assignments during the year, with the most common assignments involving story writing, drawing a picture and writing something to go with it, writing letters, journal writing, completing worksheets, composing a personal narratives, responding in writing to material read, and writing poems. response to material read, follow-up analyses revealed that students in Grade 3 (93%) participated in this activity more than students in Grade 2 (72%; coefficient phi ϭ .36) and Grade 1 (74%; coefficient phi ϭ .28). Likewise, students in Grade 3 (97%) were more likely to write summaries than students in Grade 2 (60%; coefficient phi ϭ .45) or Grade 1 (34%; coefficient phi ϭ .66). Furthermore, Grade 2 students were more likely to write summaries than Grade 1 students (coefficient phi ϭ .26). Similar results were obtained for writing to inform, as Grade 3 students (85%) were more likely to do this activity than were Grade 2 (56%; coefficient phi ϭ .31) or Grade 1 students (36%; coefficient phi ϭ .50). Similarly, students in Grade 3 (67%) were more likely to write to persuade than were students in Grade 2 (30%; coefficient phi ϭ .37) or Grade 1 (13%; coefficient phi ϭ .55). In contrast, students in Grade 1 (55%) were more likely to compose an alphabet book than students in Grade 3 (17%; coefficient phi ϭ .39). Finally, Grade 3 students (50%) were more likely to write biographies than were Grade 2 (26%; coefficient phi ϭ .25) or Grade 1 students (13%; coefficient phi ϭ .39).
In addition to indicating whether their students completed the 20 listed writing activities, teachers were asked to identify any additional writing activities that their students completed over the course of the school year. Twenty-three percent (n ϭ 40) of the teachers listed additional activities. The additional writing activities ordered from most frequent to least frequent were content area writing in math and science (21.7%), invitations and thank you notes (10.8%), descriptive writing (10.8%), newspaper articles (8.7%), instructions (8.7%), compare and contrast writing (8.7%), research reports (4.1%), writing to a prompt (4.7%), cause and effect writing (3.1%), note taking (3.1%), reflection/opinion writing (3.1%), and writing sentences (3.1%). In addition, 13 writing activities were listed only one time by respondents (i.e., phone Note. Scores range from 1 to 6, with higher scores indicating greater agreement. CI ϭ 95% confidence interval.
messages, riddles, alliteration, dialogue, story problems, onomatopoeia, prayers, recipes, personal recounts, labels, cartoons, graphic organizers, and e-mailing letters to pen pals in another state). We further asked teachers to indicate how many minutes each week their students spend writing text that was paragraph length or longer. This included planning, drafting, revising, and editing text. There was considerable variability in amount of time reported, ranging from 0 min to 380 min (SD ϭ 70.8 min; CI ϭ Ϯ6.5 min). As a result, we report the median response instead of the mean. The median amount of time students composed was 105 min per week (i.e., 21 min per day).
Practices that support students' writing. 8-point scale, the scale ranged from never (score of 0) to always (score of 8). Two of the practices for supporting students' writing were assessed via the 8-point scale that ranged from never to always. One of these practices, encouraging students to use invented spellings, was applied frequently (M ϭ 5.3; SD ϭ 1.9; CI ϭ 4.9 -5.5). Eighty four percent of teachers reported that they encouraged the use of invented spellings at least half of the time or more, with 37% indicating they always encouraged the use of this practice. Although students' selection of their own writing topics was less common (M ϭ 3.6; SD ϭ 1.4; CI ϭ 3.4 -3.8), 63% of teachers reported applying this practice at least half of the time (only 3% always allowed students to chose their own writing topics).
As can be seen in Table 4 , the majority of teachers reported that they used the following procedures to support students' writing at least weekly or more often: graphic organizers, writing prompts, teacher conferences with students about their writing, and planning in advance of writing. Several times a month or more often, the majority of teachers indicated they had students revise their written products. There was considerable variability in how often students helped each other with their writing or conferenced with their peers about what they wrote. Depending upon the teacher, these practices typically occurred somewhere between several times a month and daily. Much less frequently applied was the use of computers or dictation to support students' writing. Forty two percent and 56% of teachers, respectively, reported that they never used these practices. Only about one third of the participating teachers used computers or dictation at least once a month or more often.
There was a statistically significant grade-level difference for one of the writing support practices: using graphic organizers, F(2, 157) ϭ 14.75, MSE ϭ 45.65, p Ͻ .00076. Follow-up analyses revealed that Grade 3 teachers reported using graphic organizers more often than Grade 1 teachers ( p Ͻ .001; effect size [ES] ϭ .90; Grade 1: M ϭ 3.50, SD ϭ 1.6; Grade 3: M ϭ 5.2, SD ϭ 1.8).
Teaching basic writing skills. Teachers reported that they frequently taught basic writing skills (see Table 4 ). Spelling, grammar, capitalization, and punctuation skills were taught by a majority of the teachers daily, with at least three quarters of them teaching these skills at least several times a week. The majority of teachers also reported teaching handwriting and sentence construction skills several times a week to daily, with three quarters of them teaching these skills at least weekly or more often. It is interesting to note that it was extremely rare for a teacher to report that these skills were never taught.
For one of the basic writing skills, handwriting, there was a statistically significant grade level difference, F(2, 155) ϭ 9.78, MSE ϭ 24.05, p Ͻ .00076. Post hoc analysis revealed that Grade 1 ( p Ͻ .001; ES ϭ .76) and Grade 3 teachers ( p Ͻ .001; ES ϭ .66) reported teaching handwriting more often than Grade 2 teachers (Grade 1: M ϭ 5.0, SD ϭ 1.6; Grade 2: M ϭ 3.7, SD ϭ 1.8; Grade 3: M ϭ 4.8, SD ϭ 1.2).
When we asked teachers to specify how much time a week they spent teaching spelling, grammar/usage, and handwriting, the patterns were similar. The typical teacher reported spending 74 min a week teaching spelling (SD ϭ 61.6; CI ϭ 65.1-83.7; Mdn ϭ 60.0) and 80 min a week teaching grammar/usage (SD ϭ 76.7; CI ϭ 68.4 -91.5; Mdn ϭ 60.0), but only 46 min a week teaching handwriting (SD ϭ 37.2; CI ϭ 40.8 -52.1; Mdn ϭ 30.0). Again, virtually all of the teachers devoted at least some time each week to teaching these skills.
Teaching writing processes and strategies. The majority of teachers reported modeling how to apply writing strategies as well as teaching students about text organization and planning strategies at least once a week (see Table 4 ), with such instruction most commonly occurring once a week to several times a week. Revising strategies were taught by most teachers at least several times a month, with this mostly occurring on a weekly or greater basis. Only 1 in 50 teachers reported that they never taught writing strategies.
Consistent with these findings are the amount of time teachers indicated that they spent teaching planning and revising strategies each week (we report means and medians due to the large standard deviations). The typical teacher reported spending 38 min a week teaching planning strategies (SD ϭ 28.3; CI ϭ 32.9 -43.9; Mdn ϭ 30.0) and 33 min a week teaching revising strategies (SD ϭ 35.0; CI ϭ 28.3-37.8; Mdn ϭ 30.0).
Instructional procedures for teaching skills and strategies. The majority of teachers reported that they conducted minilessons several times a week or more to teach needed skills and writing processes (see Table 4 ), with 80% of teachers doing this at least weekly. The reteaching of skills and strategies previously taught, however, occurred less frequently, as the majority of teachers reported doing this somewhere between several times a month to several times a week. There was considerable variability in how often teachers reported designing writing instruction with multiple goals, but the majority of teachers did this at least weekly.
Motivational techniques. Over 80% of the teachers reported that their students were allowed to work at their own pace on writing assignments at least half of the time or more (M ϭ 4.8; SD ϭ 1.6; CI ϭ 4.5-5.0), with approximately 1 in 5 teachers indicating that this always occurred. As can be seen in Table 4 , a majority of the teachers indicated that students shared their writing with their peers at least weekly (no teacher responded "never" to this question). Although there was considerable variability in how often teachers modeled their enjoyment or love of writing, the majority of teachers also did this at least weekly. It was less common for teachers to share their own writing with students, have children publish their work, or work independently at a writing center. The majority of teachers did this monthly or less, and a sizable proportion of teachers did not use writing centers (35%) or share their writing with students (19%).
Assessing writing. The majority of teachers reported that they monitored their students' writing to make decisions about writing instruction at least weekly or more often (see Table 4 ). They also encouraged their students to monitor their own writing progress at a similar rate. In contrast, a sizable proportion of teachers reported that they did not have their students build writing portfolios (32%) or use rubrics to assess their writing (32%). When either of these practices were applied, they were more likely to occur several times a year to monthly.
There was a statistically significant grade-level difference in how often teachers reported monitoring students' writing progress, F(2, 154) ϭ 9.84, MSE ϭ 22.10, p Ͻ .00076.
Post hoc analyses revealed that Grade 1 ( p Ͻ .001; ES ϭ .75) and Grade 3 teachers ( p Ͻ .001; ES ϭ .68) reported that they were more likely to monitor the writing of their students than Grade 2 teachers (Grade 1: M ϭ 4.5, SD ϭ 1.6; Grade 2: M ϭ 3.3, SD ϭ 1.6; Grade 3: M ϭ 4.4, SD ϭ 1.2).
Extending writing to the home. Among the least common practices were teachers' reported efforts to extend writing to the home (see Table 4 ). For example, the two most common responses to assigning writing homework were never (23%) and several times a year (26%). Similar patterns were evident for asking parents to listen to something the child wrote at school (never ϭ 29%; several times a year ϭ 36%) or help their child write at home (never ϭ 34%; several times a year ϭ 28%). While all but a small percentage (7%) of teachers communicated with parents about their child's writing progress, slightly more than 2 out of every 3 teachers did this only several times a year.
Connecting writing to reading and other content areas. Although there was considerable variability in how often teachers reported using writing to support reading or students using writing in other content areas, these practices occurred at least weekly or more often with the majority of the teachers (see Table 4 ). It was less common for teachers to report using reading to support writing, with the largest proportion of teachers applying this practice either several times a year or several times a month.
There were grade-level differences in how frequently teachers reported using writing in other content areas, F(2, 157) ϭ 7.08, MSE ϭ 18.56, p ϭ .000761. Grade 3 teachers were more likely to have their students write across the curriculum than Grade 2 teachers ( p Ͻ .001; ES ϭ .69; Grade 2: M ϭ 3.0, SD ϭ 1.8; Grade 3: M ϭ 4.2, SD ϭ 1.4).
Discussion
By fourth grade, 2 out of every 3 children in the United States do not write well enough to meet classroom demands (Persky et al., 2003) . This places these children at risk because writing is essential to educational and occupational success (National Commission on Writing, 2004 Writing, , 2005 . Concerns about students' writing development has led to calls to make writing a central element in the school reform movement, stressing that students need to write more, technology needs to be a more integral part of writing instruction, students' progress in writing needs to be monitored, and teachers need to be better prepared to teach writing (National Commission on Writing, 2003) . While the need for better writing instruction cuts across all grade levels, we think that it is especially important to make improvements when children are first learning to write. It is difficult in later grades to overcome literacy problems that have their origin in the primary grades (Slavin et al., 1989) . The development of policies and practices to improve writing instruction at any grade level, however, must be grounded in a clear understanding of how writing is currently taught. Without such information, it is hard to determine what needs to be done. The present study addresses this need, as it examined how writing is taught in Grades 1-3, drawing on a random sample of teachers from across the United States. We consider our findings in terms of their implications for future writing instruction for young children. This includes drawing new recommendations as well as examining the value of existing recommendations (specifically from the National Commission on Writing, 2003).
How Is Writing Taught in the Primary Grades?
We hypothesized that primary grade teachers would report applying an eclectic approach to writing instruction, combining instructional procedures from both the process writing and skills approach. These are the most common approaches to teaching writing to young children in the United States (Applebee & Langer, 2006; Graham et al., 2002) . With the process approach, considerable attention is placed on the act of writing, emphasizing extended opportunities to write for real audiences, creating a supportive writing environment, encouraging high levels of student interactions around writing, stressing personal responsibility for writing (including self-reflection and evaluation), and engaging in cycles of planning, translating, and revising (Pritchard & Honeycutt, 2006) . The teaching of writing skills and strategies, however, is often personalized and provided when the need arises (although Nagin, 2003 , for example, included sentence combining instruction in process writing). In contrast, writing skills instruction (sometimes referred to as traditional instruction) mainly emphasizes the explicit and systematic teaching of handwriting, spelling, sentence construction, and so forth, with writing itself receiving more or less attention depending upon the teacher.
Some professionals (see Freedman, 1993; Smith, 1994) have argued that approaches like process writing, which rely on informal and incidental learning methods, should not be combined with more traditional skills instruction. We anticipated, however, that teachers would favor a more balanced eclectic approach to writing instruction. This was the case when the teachers of young children reported how they taught the related skill of reading (see Baumann, Hoffman, Moon, & Duffy-Hester, 1998), described their beliefs about writing instruction (Graham et al., 2002) , and indicated how they taught writing (Graham et al., 2003) . The findings from the current study supported this prediction and corroborated the findings from the previous national survey of writing practices conducted by Graham et al. (2003) .
In this study, almost 3 out of every 4 teachers indicated that they used a process approach combined with traditional skills instruction. These data taken alone are relatively weak, as process writing and traditional skill instruction were not defined in the survey. However, this combined approach was further reflected in the teachers' reported application of specific instructional practices. The typical teacher placed considerable emphasis on teaching basic writing skills, as spelling, grammar, capitalization, and punctuation skills were reportedly taught daily, with handwriting and sentence construction skills taught several times a week. The typical teacher also reported using a variety of practices common to the process writing approach. This included having students plan (at least weekly) and revise their compositions (at least several times a month), conference with and help other students with their writing (at least several times a month), share their writing with classmates (at least weekly), monitor their writing progress (at least weekly), choose their own writing topics (at least half the time), work at their own pace (at least half of the time), and use invented spellings (most of the time). Although Graham et al. (2003) did not ask teachers about three of these activities (i.e., sentence construction, student/student conferences, and teacher monitoring of students' progress), the teachers in the prior study indicated using six of these practices (i.e., grammar instruction, capitalization/punctuation instruction, student planning, student sharing, student choice, and invented spelling) as frequently as teachers in this investigation. Teachers in the prior study, however, reported providing spelling instruction less often than teachers in this investigation (weekly vs. daily), but indicated that student revising (weekly vs. several times a month), peers helping each other (weekly vs. several times a month), and students working at their own pace (more than one half the time vs. one half the time) occurred more frequently. These differences are not large and may simply reflect differences in the samples surveyed.
The finding that most teachers applied both process and traditional skill instruction does not mean they applied each equally. Practices associated with traditional skill instruction occurred more often than those associated with the process writing approach (see above). We address the issue of how much emphasis teachers placed on process and skills as well as writing later (under Additional Recommendations) .
It is interesting to note that teachers reported using most of the instructional practices that we identified. Ninety percent of the teachers reported using 3 out of every 4 practices at least sometime during the year (90% of the teachers used 19 of the 20 practices surveyed in Graham et al., 2003) . There was, however, considerable variability in terms of how often a practice was applied (which was also the case in Graham et al., 2003) . While we can only speculate on why some teachers readily apply a practice and others do not (e.g., teachers may differ in their views on the value of a particular technique), these findings are troublesome. It may not be enough to introduce teachers to new writing practices and encourage them to apply them. Efforts to reform writing instruction are likely to fall short, if little attention is devoted to how frequently practices are implemented. This needs to be the focus of both preservice as well as inservice professional development efforts.
We did not ask teachers participating in this study if they provided different instruction for different types of students, such as students with learning disabilities or students who were English language learners. This needs to be examined in future research.
Support for the Recommendations of the National Commission on Writing
Increase the amount of time students spend writing. The findings from the present study address four recommendations, at least at the primary grade level, for writing instruction reform offered by the National Commission on Writing (2003) . One of the commission's recommendations was to increase (i.e., double) the amount of time students spend writing. The median time teachers reported that their students spent writing each day was about 20 min (this involved writing material at least paragraph length or longer). In Graham et al. (2003) , the median time was 30 min a day (but included any type of writing-not just paragraph length or longer). In both studies, a remarkably small percentage of the school day was devoted to writing in either study, providing support for the commission's recommendation. Two possible avenues for increasing amount of writing are to have children write more at home and write more often when working on other subjects (more than half of the participating teachers did this just once a week or less in this study).
The data from this study also provide support for a collateral recommendation regarding increased writing: Primary grade students should spend more time writing expository text. The most common writing activities in the participating teachers' classes focused on narrative writing (stories, personal narratives, and poems), writing to communicate (letters), completing worksheets, and responding to material read. Expository writing activities, such as writing to inform or persuade, were much less common. However, recent intervention studies demonstrate that even struggling writers in second and third grade can learn to successfully carry out such writing assignments (Graham, Harris, & Mason, 2005; Harris, Graham, & Mason, 2006) .
Make technology a more integral part of teaching writing. The National Commission on Writing (2003) also recommended that technology should be a more integral part of writing instruction. This includes enhancing the technology infrastructure for writing in schools (hardware and software), as well as training teachers and students to use existing and new technology. While we only examined one aspect of this recommendation-students' use of computers during the writing period-the findings are startling. Students did not use computers during the writing period in 42% of the participating teachers' classrooms, and they only used them several times a year in another 25% of cases. These findings are even more disquieting than the statistics from an earlier national survey (Graham et al., 2003) where 30% of primary grade teachers reported never using computers during the writing period, and 16% reported using them just several times a year. There is ample evidence that computers can enhance the quality of children's writing (Bangert-Drowns, 1993; Goldring, Russell, & Cook, 2003; Graham & Perin, 2007a , 2007c . Thus, the limited use of computer in this and the previous survey by Graham et al. (2003) reinforces the call to make technology a more integral part of writing instruction, at least for primary grade children. It must also be noted that the use of computers is surely related to the number of computers in each class or school. While efforts to increase both hardware and software in schools have been ongoing, they "are often inadequate and frequently unequal" (National Commission on Writing, 2003, p. 23) .
Improve the preparation of teachers. Another recommendation of the National Commission on Writing (2003) was that teachers need to be better prepared to teach writing. On a positive note, most of the teachers in this study moderately agreed that they were effective teachers of writing, liked to teach writing, and liked to write. When asked about the quality of their college teacher certification program, 28% indicated that it did a very good to exceptional job in preparing them to teach writing. However, another 28% indicated that their preparation was poor or inadequate, with an additional 44% noting that it was adequate. Clearly there is room for improvement. Thus, these findings provide tentative support for a recommendation that teacher education programs need to do a better job of preparing certification students to teach writing to primary grade students.
Monitor students' writing progress. The National Commission on Writing (2003) further recommended that students progress in writing be monitored and that assessments are aligned with standards and the curriculum, involve actual writing (not multiple-choice items), and are fair as well as authentic. In this study, we only focused on assessment at the classroom level. Approximately, 2 out of every 3 teachers reported that they monitored their students' writing weekly and had students monitor how they were doing as well. Only 9% of the teachers reported that they never monitored progress or only did it several times a year. While these findings do not address how progress was monitored or if such monitoring was aligned to standards and the curriculum, they do suggest that teachers view assessment as an important part of their writing program. Additional research is needed, however, to better understand what and how primary grade teachers' assess writing.
Additional Recommendations
Balance. The findings from this study provide the basis for three additional recommendations for improving primary grade writing at the classroom level. One area of concern involves the balance between teaching basic writing skills (e.g., handwriting, spelling, grammar, punctuation, and capitalization), teaching writing strategies and processes (e.g., planning, text organization, and revising), and writing text. Students in the typical classroom in this study spent about 1 hr per day writing or receiving writing instruction (based on median statistics and teacher reports). Almost 50% of this time was spent on the teaching of basic writing skills, 35% on writing, and 16% on teaching planning and revising (the percentages for medians are virtually identical in Graham et al., 2003) . As we noted earlier, students are not spending enough time writing connected text, and we would also argue that the teaching of planning and revising strategies and processes are not receiving enough emphasis. Explicitly teaching young students how to plan and revise has a powerful impact on improving their writing (see a recent meta-analysis by Graham, 2006a) . Furthermore, the available data call into question the effectiveness of systematically teaching grammar and usage (Andrews et al., 2006; Graham & Perin, 2007a) . However, close to one half of the time teachers reported spending on skills instruction involved the teaching of grammar and usage. Drawing on all of these data, we recommend that primary grade writing instruction needs to strike an appropriate balance between writing, teaching skills, and learning writing strategies and processes. While students must learn how to write letters fluently, correctly spell words, and so forth (see Graham & Harris, 2000 , for an empirical and theoretical justification for this claim), writing text and learning the strategic processes involved in writing should not be shortchanged.
Motivation. The typical teachers in this study reported that they frequently used several practices that should have a positive impact on students' motivation for writing, including allowing students to work at their own pace (at least half of the time), sharing their writing with peers (at least weekly), and modeling their enjoyment or love for writing (at least weekly). Other motivational activities, such as publishing and teachers sharing their writing, occurred much less frequently. In contrast, investigations that have studied exceptional primary grade literacy teachers find that their classrooms are rich with activities and procedures designed to foster motivation for writing (see, e.g., Pressley et al., 2005 Pressley et al., , 2006 . There is also some evidence to suggest that motivation for writing influences writing development (Graham, 2006b; Graham, Berninger, & Fan, 2007) . Accordingly, we recommend that primary grade teachers place greater emphasis on fostering students love and enjoyment of writing.
School/home connections. As a group, the teachers in this study did not report making strong connections for writing between school and home. The majority of teachers reported assigning writing homework once a month or less. In addition, most teachers rarely (several times a year or less) indicated they communicated with parents about their child's writing progress, asked parents to listen to something the child wrote, or asked the child to write at home with their parents. As a result, we recommend that primary grade teachers develop strong school/home relationship designed to foster students' writing development.
Summary
The present study was based on the assumption that primary grade teachers are aware of the elements of their teaching and can relate this knowledge to questions about how they teach writing. Although there is evidence that teachers can provide an accurate description of their literacy practices (see, for instance, Bridge & Hiebert, 1985; DeFord, 1985; Pressley et al., 1996) and we have some preliminary evidence that teachers' responses to the items on this survey accurately reflect what they do in the classroom (see Lane et al., 2008; Olinghouse, 2008) , the findings from the current study need to replicated, as well as supplemented by research where practices are observed and not just reported.
It must also be acknowledged that teachers' responses may be colored by their susceptibility to respond in socially desirable ways (i.e., to indicate they are doing something they are not because the former response would reflect poorly on their teaching). While this did not appear to be the case for some practices (e.g., making school/home connections occur infrequently even though this is a commonly recommended practice in education), it does not rule out this possibility with other items. Thus, this supports the need for additional research that applies observational techniques to the study of the writing practices of primary grade teacher (the lack of such data is a limitation in the current investigation). Nevertheless, this study is the only available contemporary investigation that looks at primary grade writing instruction nationwide, providing needed information for determining what needs to be done to improve writing instruction for young children. Although a prior study by Graham et al. (2003) surveyed primary grade teachers throughout the United States, it focused much more narrowly on how teachers adapted instruction for struggling writers.
The fact that teachers were randomly selected nationwide, a 61% return rate was obtained, and there was evidence that the responders and nonresponders were similar on selective variables (grade taught, type of school, location of school, size of school, and expenditures for commercial materials per student) diminishes concerns about response bias. It is important to note, however, that these safeguards do not completely alleviate this concern, as other factors, such as their disposition toward the teaching of writing, may have distinguished responders from nonresponders.
It must further be noted that for the 41 eight-point Likert-type items, sampling error was Ϯ4.9% given the size of the population, the number of participants completing the survey, the expected variation in teacher responses, and a statistical confidence level of 95%. However, for items that involved a yes/no response (e.g., the application of specific writing assignment, such as story writing), the sampling error was larger (Ϯ7.3%). In addition, considerable caution must be applied to any findings concerning specific gradelevel effects, as the sampling error is even greater.
It is also important to note that the present study just focused on classroom practices. We did not examine other factors, such as school-wide, district, or state policies, that shape writing instruction. Furthermore, we did not examine all possible aspects of classroom writing practices. This would be impossible in a survey study, as very few teachers would be willing to complete such a questionnaire. We attempted to address this issue by drawing on previous research as well as expert recommendations for teaching writing when developing items to assess classroom practices, but our findings and recommendations must be interpreted in light of these limitations.
In summary, we found that most primary grade teachers take an eclectic approach to writing instruction, combining elements from the two most common methods for teaching writing: process writing and skills instruction (although they generally place less emphasis on process writing). In addition, almost all teachers reported using most of the practices surveyed, but there was considerable variability between teachers in how often they applied each practice. This finding yields an important implication for reform efforts. Such efforts will need to go beyond teachers just learning and applying new procedures and focus on how frequently new practices are applied.
The findings from this study and to a lesser extent Graham et al. (2003) also provide some directions for what needs to be done to reform writing instruction. Primary grade students need to spend more time writing, including writing expository text. There needs to be a better balance between time spent writing, learning writing process and strategies, and teaching writing skills, with more emphasis placed on the first two elements. Teachers need to pay more attention to promoting students' love and motivation for writing. Stronger connections for writing between school and home need to be established. Computers also need to become a more integral part of the writing program at the primary levels. Finally, teacher education programs need to do a better job of professional development in the teaching of writing to young children.
